Shocked by this statement, I thought it useful to look backwards and review the evolution of the meaning given by the RM world, and particularly by C.J.Date himself, to the term "domain" on which the reincarnation attamp is based. Exercising memory can help understand the present and learn from past errors.
LOTS OF RMs
To begin with, which RM do we mean? There are several lines of RM and each has had its own evolution. The original line was originated by E.F. Codd [5] who developed during the Seventies what he later [1] named RM/VI. In 1979 he proposed a new model, the RM/T [4] that meant a huge change from the original RM approach. In the Eighties, sensing that plain people did not keep up with him, Codd wrote (1] :
"Vendors of DBMS products have in many cases failed to understand the first version RM/VI, let alone RM/T." Therefore the RM/T will be "gradually dropped into the sequence of versions RM/V2, RM/V3,.."

In 1985 Codd defined in the popular journal
CompumrWorld [2] a set of 12 + 30 rules that a DBMS must comply with in order to qualify as "fully relational." Later, in 1990, Codd [1 ] put forward the RM/V2, constituted by 333 features.
From the mid Seventies, Date devoted himself to spread and clarify the RM concepts as defined by Codd. But in succesive editions of his famous book "An IntTod~rion to Database Systems" [11] he slowly evolved in disagreement with Codd. Date's last vision of the RM is as defined in The Third Manifesto.
FROM 1FN TO DO
One of the strongest points of Object Odented DBMSs as compared to Relational DBMSs is, that they allow a more natural modeling owing to their ability to define complex structures, while in RDBMSs only elementary tables can be used. Why do most RDBMSs support only elementary structures? The answer, according to Date, is not that the RM were based precisely on this structural simplicity, but that OBMS vendors never understood the RM. Today, Date's claim [6] is that there always has been room for complex structures in the RM.
In fact, an essential pillar on which the RM was built, the basis for the simplicity of its data structures, is the requirement of the first normal form, 1NF, which used to be stated as requiring domains to consist only of atomic, nondecomposable, values. To the users of prerelational DBMSs accessed from COBOL, PL/I, etc, it was one of the most surprising, and most difficult to accept, of the RM principles. They viewed this requirement as a strong restriction and a step backwards. The subject was a major battlefield in the confrontation between DBTG-CODASYL and RM supporters. But the RDBMSs coming up in the market, and the discourse of the official relational literature, made, until the turn of our decade, a strict requirement of this basic restriction. Compelled by the fear of Codd, the mere mortals (the industry and the users) reluctantly accepted the Law, although in some applications the decision was to go on with the pre-relational DBMSs, or lately, to switch to the new OODBMSs. You must have a weak memory, or be young, to claim that the need for complex columns is a novelty and that traditional "data processing" applications require only atomic columns.
Since the late Seventies, some researchers have been proposing a significant extension to the RM which would allow tuple components to be relations. 
"Every value within a relation --i.e., each domain value in each tuple--is an atomic (non-decomposable) data item (e.g., a number or a character string)."
Nowhere in the book was any example with a domain more comp!ex than mtmberor character s/T/no; there was ~ot even any example using dates.
In ~ third edition (1981), the sentence quoted above underwent sight changes. Date substituted "attlibute" for "domain," blaming Codd for the confusion. After "nondecomposable," he added "so far as the system is concerned" without further comments. Nowhere in the book was any hint of any other kind of domain than those, all simple, in the first edition. Moreover, in this 3rd edition it was said that "re/ations [...] 
are defined over simple domains (domains that contain atomic values)."
Those were years of research and consolidation of an adequate terminology. It was also the time when the first DB war began, a bitter fight between the relational camp and the DBTG-CODASYL camp [161. The relational side, champions of the Truth, used the principles/dogmas of the RM as weapons against the enemy. The relational camp was mainly composed by IBM (maneuvering against a possible non-IBM industry standard) and the academic world although Codd had a hard time in IBM before his ideas were accepted [7] . In the DBTG c~mp was most ot the rest of the professional world.
Under the cover of technical and scientific ~rgument.s, relevant commercial interests were being disputed. lists, stacks, documents, photographs, maps, blueprints, etc., etc." In [ 11 ] This is to say, only scalar values are accepted, but a scalar value may be arbitrarily complex, and therefore even repeating groups are acceptable.
FINAL COMMENTS
The discourse on atomiciW and 1NF was often a fundamentalist discourse, strongly opposing the complex columns in the we-relational systems. This battle was part of the first database war. At least, this was the losers understanding, and that of general people, who, in their vast majority, reluctantly accepted the dictates of The Law.
With the benefit of hindsight we can imagine that, had the religious war of the late Seventies between DBTG and relational camps been a rational debate, free of fanaticism and commercial interests, today's scenario would be quite different. Perhaps as early as the early Eighties, most commercial OBMSs would have had not only a standard query language based on relational algebra/calculus, but also support for complex user defined data types and a "storage schema" standard language including the definition of links to implement "precomputed joins'.
It would be good to exercise the memory and learn from past errors made by both sides. This is not easy as it requires a self-critical approach, a not very common attitude.
